
February 25, 1952 

Dear Gavalli: 

Your letters and Hfr culture juat received. The latter is working nicely against 
N-1177 and also V-117/F+, so that I find no surprise, as you antiqhfiated. 

Hayes eeems to hav3 made a remarkable discovery; if you get this letter in time,1 
hope you will convey my respects to him. [May I tell you also that I was very much annoyed 
that he should have spoiled his contribution by his rash and unrestrtiined speculation 
about the role of lambda, and talking about Itself-reproducing gs.metesllj, he may not know 
how much confusion this is going to cause, especially after our work on the Salmonella 
transduation i3 publishad. Wo have been taking great pains to keep clear the delineation 
of the 3. cvli. and Sit;;Lmotlella work, and such premature sneculations will not help at all. 

Probti1:l.y !!aps, ~~ourscI.f~ rmd I hav3 been doing this experiment all at the same time. 
The result is coming through now. The point is to establish a connection betieen Hayes' 
finding and our .-ror!r on P-. As we. kave ai1 known for 3om3 U&s, BM- F+ Ss x TL&- F- Sr 
(58-161 x R-1177) is moderatei;r fertile even an streptomycin agar; whereas 
BM-F+ Sr xTLB - 
was due to the it 

F- 3s is not. In my own observ&tions, I had casudl~- as~~'J~ed that this 
inka,ge relatione which give a preppnderance of Sr pyotrotrophs in the first 

cross, Ss in the aacbnd, ixii I rioi7 hgree that Hapa is quite correct. I h-?ve just corn- 
pared these crosses with E& F+ Sr x TLBl- F+ Ss (Y-677 F+) and BU- F- S" x TJ,Bl- F+ Ss. 
Both of the latter are fertile m ~treptoqsin ;L~u! 
of 9 in tb!e 

F: thereTl;z*e ~rcltijct:~ th3 fertility 
prese f atreptonycin if the 0th~ parant is Sr. I aQ setting up other 

combinations of d. s&&dr de;;ign. If tiley agree, it v~iL1 he !lece~j:iarx tv p;lst;llate a 
second sexual function G, of which most or ail stocks are G+, but samx whiqh, in Ss cells 
is subject to inhi'uition by sm. 'Aare I tki.nk Hayes has gone. overboard i:~ i.s~i.gning 
detailed meanings 20 the m second funcbiod, ~3p.A.iiily this busF_ress of llextruded- 
phaesttick-t+cei.lsl*. W - v Th3 picture Goes sugge3t that on3 parent 
must be F+, the other G+ for sexual reproduction to occur, but to rafer to 3ither as a 
male or female g~3te is going far beyond the svid.enc+. I will s&nit thrt it is more likely 
that the cytoplaqic structures are ini-&bited by 91p, -&ii& would &v3 G-r 4 stile-like 
charactsr, ‘out t&re is no Cvidenca stiil. thje is ificoikstol-.t :vit:l 23o~rlaoaa fnsion. 
I see no point in wing a fantasy of the story bagsnd thz n3cesritZes I;f the evidence: 
at least in pubiicatLon, ticcarafs razbr &,~dd ba qjplid ~XLYL~L~I;T. 

Sines iq last lGttsr, I have been thi&ing about the fcrm of a p&lication. I am 
rather opposed to the idea of notes to Mature, and sm very much in favor of miting a 
joint pap3r, zathar tha? coincident notes. I have hat. some experience v:ith the latter, 
and all it does is require other people either to give two r3fercnce3, or choose one. 
In view of tha very gratifying sympathy of thought, obJ3ctiv33 ::nd cq3riment axpressed 
in our corraspondence, I would be very pleased at such an exposition of it. I am there- 
fore propclsing that we write a full paper together, and submit it to Genetica. This jour- 
nal is now edited in this department, which makes many det?Als r~uch &UJler. In parti- 
cular, minor revisions such as migh,t.,otherwise be troublesme in E trms&&lantiw collabo- 
ration present no serious problem.',ff it will facilitate the proper clarification of our 
work in relation to Hayes i I would be amenable to a prernon2.L~~~;~ r.c*k rir. Xature, to acoom- 
pany Hayes' if he is also agreeable. In order to &.ni&xu priority c:ue3tfons, I propose 
that you assume senior authorship for publication in an American journsl, and the converse 
in a European. Mrs. Lederberg should, by rights, appear ELS a co-author in any full, 
(non-polemical!) exposition. 

By the time you receive this, I will have (I hope) reached a definite conclusion on 
the sm experiments; perhaps you will as well. I have not yet written on this subject; I 
would prefer to mention it as succinctly as possible, still giving Hayes his due, and 
with as little speculative discussion as possible. 

I am enclosing a draft #at correspofids to my conception of the papar. As ycu can see, 
it is already of a respectable size, although no-one will accuse it of being padded. I send 
it only as a basis for discussion between us, and assuming that it will not hamper the free 



expression of your side of it. I will admit readily that this version is strongly 
biased by my own viewpoint, but I have had so-many experiences of a similar outlobk 
that I do not anticpate any difficulty. 

If we can put,'together a manuscript within a short time, it need not be letter-perfect 
to be submitted to Genetics (and reserve 9 pblace). If we are reasonably prompt, we can 
still find a place in the September issue. *he editors have already expressed their 
interest. Entirely aside from any other pressures (reak or ?maginary), the writing 
of the draft convinced me that the time was appropriate. The SM-experir;lents now in 
progress were an afterthought, provoked by Hayes' paper in the Jan. 19 Nature which 
arrived a day or two ago, but Bo not seriously affect the structure of the paper, and 
should be described readily in half a page, 

a 


